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MILITARY CONSTRUCTION APPROPRIATIONS/Conference, Passage

SUBJECT: Conference report to accompany the Military Construction Appropriations Bill for fiscal year 1997 . . .
H.R. 3517. Agreeing to the conference report.

ACTION: CONFERENCE REPORT AGREED TO, 92-6

SYNOPSIS: The conference report to accompany H.R. 3517, the Military Construction Appropriations Bill for fiscal year 199

will appropriate $9.982 billion for military construction, family housing, and base realignment and closure for tt
Department of Defense. This amount is $850 million more than requested and $1.2 billion less than the amount approjriated f
1996. Details include the following:

e military construction: $3.187 billion, including $413.9 million for the National Guard and Reserves (the Administratio
requested only $194.1 million; it requested cutting funding for the Army National Guard to $7.6 million from last yeaofs level
$137.1 million; total funding for the Guard and Reserves last year was $429.9 million);

o military family housing: $4.116 billion ($258 million more than requested); and

® Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC): $2.507 billion.

Those favoringpassage contended:

This conference report for military construction projects is within its budget allocations for budget authority and oedjags, is
to the amount that will be authorized in the Defense Authorization conference report for military construction projectd,and is
billion less than the amount provided last year. Given the funding constraints under which we are operating, we aretpthased w
priorities reflected in this bill. Still, Senators should be aware that we are seriously underfunding our defense inéasteaistur
and have been for years. The construction budget was cut in anticipation of savings from defense base closures, angsthose
have been much less than anticipated.

As frugal as this budget is, the Administration wanted to spend $850 million less. Some Senators have assumed from thi
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that the $850 million that this bill will provide for additional construction projects is wasteful because President @limtofesior
them. We emphatically disagree. The additional funding will go for projects that meet merit criteria that were develoged by tho
Senators who consistently have criticized Congress for exercising its judgment in this area. A large portion of the fugading wil
for military family housing, which all Senators are aware is in serious disrepair and would be condemned if it were lapdisate
and another large portion would go for projects for the Guards and Reserves. It is this second area that has been most heavily
criticized. That criticism is unjustified. Congress had to add that spending because the Clinton Administration was dsrelict in
request. For instance, it suggested a 95-percent cut in funding for Army Guard and Reserve construction projects. Tdmis suggesti
was absurd and irresponsible. Our Armed Forces have been reduced tremendously in the past few years at the samegane as their u
has increased tremendously. These two dynamics have greatly increased the importance and the use of the National Guard and
Reserves, and have consequently increased their construction needs. President Clinton clearly understood that makstg this reque
would force Congress to add funding. This problem did not start with President Clinton. Previous Administrations, botlafRepublic
and Democratic, have refused to request adequate funding for Guard and Reserve projects. Despite repeated proddingfrom Congres
the attitude has been that Congress will take care of it. This attitude largely comes from the Defense Department wresn it prepa
the Administration's defense budget request. This year we have added specific report language requiring the Army todselect Guar
and Reserve projects for funding. We have been told that certain Army officers intend to ignore that language. Thoswulfficers s
be aware that ignoring Congress' express intent in report language may result in explicit, more exacting requirementsiiiat they
obey and may find more onerous.

This bill will provide $850 million more than the inadequate request made by the Clinton Administration for military constructi
but it still will not provide enough. Unfortunately, it all that we can afford to provide. Overall, we are pleased withribeiman
which this bill will allocate scarce resources, and thus urge the adoption of the conference report.

Those opposingpassage contended:

This conference report contains $850 million in unrequested funding for military construction projects. Of that amoues, 13 Stat
will get more than $20 million each, with 6 States receiving more than $30 million, 3 of those States receiving more itlian $40 m
and one of them receiving a whopping $55 million. With our enormous debt, declining military budgets, and so many urgent defens
needs going unmet, it is completely unacceptable to spend nearly $1 billion on unrequested construction projects inta few selec
States. Every year Congress does the same thing. The practice should stop. This Congress, which has otherwise had an admirable
record in cutting wasteful spending and in fighting for funding for defense needs, has failed in this one area. In pragjedheve
rejection of this conference report.



